Introduction
Commercial businesses face a unique range and combination of crime related threats (Burrows and Hopkins, 2005; Levi and Hyde, 2013; Williams, 2017) . Initiatives designed to increase safety and reduce vulnerability for businesses have taken many guises, some bringing together particular types of businesses through 'shop-watch' or 'pub-watch' schemes, some focusing on tackling particular crimes or behaviours, and others concentrating efforts in particular geographical locations such as town centres or shopping precincts. In whichever form they take, Business Crime Reduction Partnerships (BCRPs) that bring together members of the commercial sector and other stakeholders have become commonplace in England and Wales and are promoted by criminal justice operators as offering benefits such as reductions in crime, empowerment and peace of mind for workers (Metropolitan Police, 2018) , as well as more comprehensive intelligence concerning crimes against businesses (College of Policing, 2018).
Recent years have seen a widespread move to a new model of business crime reduction partnership. Under this model, businesses from different commercial sectors and those that operate during day time, evening or night time trading hours are all part of one initiative, rather than only involving themselves in the initiative that most relevant to their operating hours or business activity. Moreover, although the traditional technologies used by crime reduction initiatives such as radio and CCTV networks are still utilised by BCRPs, they have now been enhanced by the addition of virtual information sharing platforms and intelligence repositories. Partnerships such as London's 'Safer Business Network' not only welcome businesses of all types and sizes but use web-based technology to share information on crime, crime prevention, prolific offenders and other incidents of note (Safer Business Network, 2018) . Lastly, membership of such partnerships often involves adhering to and enforcing a shared set of principles or a particular approach to crime reduction. For example, the Brighton and Hove BCRP, in addition to offering its members a radio network and secure web platform for information sharing, employs an exclusion scheme whereby those judged to have committed behaviours of a certain severity are banned from all member premises (Brighton & Hove BCRP, 2018) .
A similar model operates in the city of Gloucester and across some of the surrounding areas of Gloucestershire, England. This BCRP, 'Gloucester City Safe', launched in May 2014, is a not-for-profit crime reduction partnership designed to tackle local occurrences of issues such as shoplifting, theft, antisocial behaviour, alcohol related disorder, street drinking and begging (Gloucester City Safe, 2018) . Its members, who have voluntarily opted to join the scheme, include businesses, restaurants, bars, retail establishments, public facilities and transport services operating in the day time and night time economies. Members display a sticker with the partnership's logo in a prominent, externally visible position at their premise, and commit to using and enforcing a two-tiered exclusion-based sanction system. Members can issue sanctions to persons in or near their premises who they deem to have committed an offence in line with the classifications of crime and associated behaviour employed by the partnership (see Table 1 ). These include crimes such as criminal damage, drunk and disorderly behaviour, shoplifting and assault as well as associated behaviours such as begging, attempted theft, misuse of ID and verbal abuse. The first tier, a 'yellow card', is a warning for the offender, and the second, a 'red card', is an exclusion that applies to all member premises. The sanctions are recorded by the BCRP's manager and logged in a database on a secure web platform which all members can access and that is shared with the police. The information in the database is used primarily to increase the awareness of members (and of all employees of a member business) concerning the crime, disorder and individuals that might pose a risk to their business, and to facilitate aligned partnership-wide efforts to mitigate these risks. The partnership's manager will share information with members via a radio network and through regular email updates, the latter of which will often contain images and details of recent offences and offenders and will invite members to help identify unknown offenders caught on camera.
Despite the widespread existence of BCRPs that employ the same approach as Gloucester City Safe and the huge investment that businesses make each year in to security and crime reduction efforts, what works and what best practice looks like for BCRPs remains unclear. As Hopkins and Gill (2017: 389) note, 'Criminologists have not only paid little attention to the extent and patterns of crime against businesses, but relatively little evidence exists about what works in reducing crime against the commercial sector'. The effects of shop-watch schemes on levels of theft are uncertain (Tilley, 2010) and the usefulness of such crime reduction partnerships have been questioned by businesses (Mawby, 2014) . Although various governing and umbrella business crime reduction organisations promote the value of broadly focused, holistic BCRPs and of technology-enhanced information sharing platforms (NBCS, 2016; , the approaches employed and the mechanisms involved require scrutiny if understanding of effective practice in this field is to be advanced.
The authors aim to contribute to the evidence in this area. This article presents an examination of certain key aspects of Gloucester City Safe's approach to reducing crime against its members and highlights a range of issues of relevance for those interested in the study or application of such initiatives. The first part of the article considers the value of bringing together businesses that operate in different commercial sectors and in the day and night time economies and in recording and sharing information concerning the different types of crime and disorder that are committed against these businesses. The second part of the article considers the strengths and effectiveness of the information sharing practices and resources employed by the partnership and the benefits that they offer to its members. The article then concludes by considering the implications of the findings and identifying a number of areas that require further examination.
Methodology
This study is a mixed-method analysis of two data sources collected as part of a broader examination of the partnership that began in 2014 (Stafford and Hobson, 2018) . The first data source is a record of every crime, incident and event reported to the partnership that, according to the partnership, constitutes an offence for which a yellow or red card sanction can be issued (listed at Table 1 ). In this article, these are referred to as 'offences', and include both illegal activities and behaviours deemed to be unacceptable by the partnership. Spanning 1 st June 2014 to 31 st May 2017, the dataset contains records from 3138 reports concerning 4523 offences committed by 1433 offenders at around 90 member locations. This database contains information on: type of offence; the time, date and location of the offence; and details of the individual(s) who committed the offence (referred to as the offender). As part of this research, the offences were organised in to crime and associated behaviour categories that overlap with police crime recording classifications (illustrated at Table 1) and then analysed using descriptive statistics. The partnership's own classification categories of 'being on the premises while banned' (used by the partnership when an excluded individual entered a member premises) and 'attempted theft' were retained in this process. The number of offences recorded by the partnership in each of these categories is illustrated at Figure 1 . The second data source consists of semi-structured interviews with the businesses involved in the partnership conducted during annual data collection phases between 2014 and 2017. During a data collection phase, members were informed that researchers would be visiting their premises on a particular date with the aim of interviewing an employee concerning their experience of being involved in the partnership. A member would decide whether they wished to participate in the research and, if so, which employee would be interviewed. Through this approach interviews were conducted in October 2014 (n=31), October 2015 (n=41), October 2016 (n=35) and October 2017 (n=42) totalling 149 interviews. The businesses interviewed varied each year, with some members being interviewed during only one data collection phase and others during more than one phase.
The focus of the interviews remained consistent across the data collection phases. An employee representing a business was asked questions concerning their experience of being part of the partnership, its effectiveness, strengths and limitations, the benefits it offers, and the ways in which it could be improved. All businesses involved in the partnership were organised into Standard Industrial Classifications used by Companies House (2015, listed at Table 2 ) to preserve participant anonymity and facilitate an examination of offences committed against different types of business. In addition to the nine classifications used in the SIC framework, a further category was added to capture offences that were recorded in other locations such as shopping centre public areas. Interview participants were given unique three-part participant codes. These codes contain a number indicating (1) the year in which the interview was conducted, (2) the unique identifier given to a business when included in this research, and (3) the Standard Industrial Classification (Companies House, 2015) under which a business was classified (illustrated at Table 2 ). Interviews were transcribed and analysed using inductive and deductive Thematic Analysis (Braun and Clarke, 2006 
The holistic approach to membership and focus
By design, the Gloucester City Safe BCRP advocates that there is greater value in bringing together all types of businesses and issuing sanctions that apply to all member premises rather than separating activity by day time/night time, by commercial sector, or by type of crime. Its members, many of whom were involved in the previous initiatives in the city, were very positive about the partnership and the approach that it employs. Indeed, positive sentiments about the BCRP were expressed in 141 of the 149 interviews undertaken with members. Involvement in community crime reduction efforts can strengthen public bonds and stimulate community cohesion for residents of a particular area (Hope, 1995; Crawford, 1998 (2016.14.9) We know that the whole of the high street is dealing with this and the whole of the high street is sort of standing together (2017.37.8) Although there were widespread positive sentiments expressed by members concerning the partnership's approach, these accounts in isolation are not sufficient evidence that the holistic model genuinely outperforms its more narrowly focused predecessors. Further analysis is required to consider whether those involved in the partnership are being targeted by the same offenders and are falling victim to the same kind of offences, and, therefore, whether there is value in sharing information concerning these matters.
Analysis of the partnership's offence data provides valuable insight in to this. 3050 offences were committed during the day time economy trading hours (6am -6pm) by 1007 individuals and 1473 during the night time economy trading hours (6pm -6am) by 551 individuals. Of those who committed more than one offence, 21% (125/608) committed offences during both day time trading hours (6am -6pm) and night time trading hours (6pm -6am). Of the same group of offenders, 251 offended in just the day time and 231 in just the night time. Although most offenders tended to commit offences during just one of these two time periods, this analysis suggests that there is value in business that operate in the day time and the night time sharing information about the individuals who offend within their premises, as in a minority of instances these businesses are falling victim to offences committed by the same people.
Companies House Standard Industrial Classification categories (2015) were used to consider the extent to which the same offenders are targeting multiple types of commercial businesses. The analysis demonstrated that of those who committed more than one offence, 39% (237/608) committed an offence against more than one type of business. Many offenders were committing offences against a range of different types of businesses (illustrated at Table 3 ). This suggests that there is value in different types of businesses sharing information about the individuals that commit offences on their premises. However, only 6% 34/608) offenders committed offences in both licenced premises and retail establishments, suggesting that the large majority of offenders tended to concentrate their behaviour in one or the other. Another characteristic of the partnership's approach was the broad range of offence types that it recorded and tried to tackle. To examine the value of this, consideration was given to whether repeat offenders were committing a range of offence types, and, if so, whether there were benefits in this information being shared between members. Of those that committed more than 1 offence, 78% (476/608) of these offenders committed more than one type of offence (illustrated at Table 4 ). This analysis suggests that there is value in bring together the information concerning the crimes and associated behaviours considered by the partnership. Although certain members may be less likely to fall victim to particular types of offences, it possible that they will be targeted by the same offenders and therefore will benefit from information on these individuals. Focusing on and sharing information across these offence types, therefore, will help to construct a more complete picture of the offences committed against businesses. Not only was there a majority of offenders that were committing more than one type of offence, there was also diversity in the types of offence combinations committed by these individuals. For example, there were 41 offenders who committed both acts of 'shoplifting and theft' and 'violent offences', 109 offenders who committed acts of 'shoplifting and theft' and 'public order' offences, 15 offenders who committed acts of 'shoplifting and theft' and 'criminal damage', and 15 offenders who committed acts of 'shoplifting and theft' and 'drug offences'. This variation adds further weight to the argument that there is value in information concerning all these offence types being combined. The partnership's approach to information sharing
The collection and sharing of information concerning offences, offenders, risks and threats is a fundamental part of the model employed by the Gloucester City Safe BCRP. A commonly employed means for sharing this type of information among shop-watch or pub-watch crime reduction partnerships is the use of a radio network for members often linked to local security, CCTV operators and the local police. Replicating this, members of the Gloucester City Safe BCRP all have access to a radio network, which is used to inform others immediately when an incident of note occurs or when a repeat offender has been spotted by a member. Local police and CCTV operators and private security based in the vicinity also have access to this radio network. This was identified as an important tool for information sharing: In addition to these commonly deployed tools, Gloucester City Safe makes use of newer technology to improve information sharing and access. Details concerning offenders and offending were reported directly the partnership's manager via email, the secure website, or a mobile app. All members receive weekly email communications that: summarise the offences recorded over the week; highlight the most prolific offenders during that time period by circulating images and descriptions; promote any success stories or significant achievements made by the partnership; and inform members of any changes to practice or process. Members can also access the secure web platform at any time and view a list of all offences and view galleries of those who are offending most in particular localities or who are engaging in particular behaviours. Members were highly positive about the value of these resources, and 126 of the 149 respondents stated that these tools had helped them identify individuals who had committed offences against one or more of the partnership's members previously: Homel and Brown (2017) note how challenges surrounding data sharing have hampered community safety partnerships. The comments from members included above suggest that Gloucester City Safe's approach to data sharing is not hampered by such challenges, and specifically that this approach facilitates high levels of awareness among members concerning individual offenders. The offence data recorded by the partnership offered further insight in to this matter. If an offender had received an exclusion from all member premises and then subsequently entered a different member premise this was recorded by the partnership as an offence under the classification of 'being on the premises while banned'. This could be recorded in isolation, if an excluded offender was spotted and asked to leave a member's premises, or could be coupled with another offence, if an excluded offender entered a premise and committed a further offence at the same time. There were 869 instances of 'being on the premises while banned' that were recorded by the partnership, committed by 190 individuals. Seventy-six of these individuals were reported as 'being on the premises while banned' at more than one member location. In these instances information had been shared between members successfully as for this to occur, a member would have made use of the shared information platform, learned that an exclusion had been issued to an individual by another member of the partnership, noted the excluded offender's appearance and description, remained vigilant in case the offender attempted to enter their own premises, and identified them either during or after their entry to the premises based on the information shared through the partnership.
Although it is apparent that this approach has led to members being more informed about the activity of those who have offended elsewhere, consideration should also be given to whether access to this information can be associated with a reduction in the offences committed by these individuals. Of the 869 incidents of 'being on the premises while banned' that were recorded by the partnership, 395 (45.5%) occurred in isolation (which could indicate a member spotting an offender, intervening and enforcing the exclusion before a further offence could occur) and 474 (54.5%) were coupled with a further offence. This suggests that despite the high degree of awareness that the partnership's approach can facilitate there are factors present that are preventing this information leading to the prevention of some offences. This could arise from various causes, including a lack of willingness among some members to engage with the material, or a failure on the part of recipients of the information to disseminate the materials to all their colleagues. However, even if these behaviours do not occur, other factors such as an employee's willingness to act upon the information that they receive or to confront potentially aggressive excluded offenders could also be present here. These final issues add another tier to the challenges around information sharing that such partnerships can encounter, and all require further examination.
Conclusion
This article contributes to understanding of crime against businesses and concerning the value and effectiveness of a holistic BCRP model for tackling such behaviours. There is value in bringing together businesses from a range of commercial trade types and with different trading hours to share information about offenders and offending. There are individuals who offend across the parameters of day time/night time trading hours, who target more than one type of business and who commit more than one type of crime or associated behaviour. Sharing information can offer valuable insight concerning these individuals and the offences that they commit and help inform and support a partnership's collective efforts to reduce this offending behaviour. However, it is important to acknowledge that it is a minority of individuals who offend across these parameters. There were particularly low numbers of individuals who offended at both licenced and retail businesses. It is important, therefore, that information sharing platforms used by such partnerships facilitate the necessary search and filter functions that allow members to view those that offend most frequently as well as those who only offend at particular times of day, who target particular types of businesses or who commit particular types of crimes.
The approach employed by the Gloucester City Safe partnership appeared to offer a number of further benefits. Members were positive about the partnership's integrated, holistic model and many noted the sense of community cohesion that arose from all types of businesses being part of the partnership. The approach to information sharing and the tools employed here were held in high regard by members, and there were many reports of increased awareness of offenders as a result of the online platform, emails and radio network. Challenges around data sharing did not appear to come from the functionality of the platform itself or the information that was shared on the platform, but are more likely to arise from other issues such as engagement by members, dissemination among colleagues and willingness to act upon information.
The findings presented in this article are valuable for a number of reasons. Although there are clearly many advocates of the approach employed by Gloucester City Safe, the authors could not find other studies that have recognised this approach as distinct from that of other crime reduction partnerships and examined aspects of it in detail. The need for such examination is amplified by the general void in the academic literature in this field (Hopkins and Gill, 2017) and the call for partnerships adhering to the National Business Crime Centre's BCRP National Standards (2017) to evidence their approach to and effectiveness in the areas of partnership working and communication. Moreover, tackling some of the challenges identified by Homel and Brown (2017) and Houghton (2012) surrounding data sharing among those involved in crime reduction partnerships seems entirely plausible through the platform employed by the Gloucester City Safe partnership. Finally, these findings also have relevance to debates surrounding local accountability for crime reduction (Gilling, 2008) and locally agreed strategic approaches to tackling integrated offender management (Lane and Kangulec, 2012) .
This article has examined some of the fundamental characteristics of the approach employed by the Gloucester City Safe BCRP but has paid less attention to critically assessing other important aspects of its focus and operation. For example, although initiatives such as this are primarily concerned with tackling illegal activity, they appear to exercise significant discretion when it comes to identifying the types of behaviours that they monitor, record, and attempt to mitigate. In the case of Gloucester City Safe, this has also resulted in the conflation of illegal activity and other behaviours that can occur in public spaces that members might find frustrating. A second issue concerns some of the more negative issues that can arise from economic success and higher levels of public use. There may well be a conflict for businesses, for example, between a thriving night time economy and dealing with some of the problematic and illegal behaviours that can arise from this. Although exploring these issues lies outside the scope of this particular article, their further examination will prove important to both the academic literature and the development of policy and practice.
There are limitations to this research which should be acknowledged here. Firstly, the offence data held by the partnership only captures what is reported and recorded. Although the use of this data offers a unique insight in to crime and associated behaviour committed against businesses in a number of contexts, and captures much that police recorded crime data will not, these data do not represent a complete picture of crime and disorder against businesses in the locations considered here. Secondly, a single representative of a partnership member was interviewed each year, meaning that the views of the business as a whole will not have been captured and that there could have been variation in the views attributed to a particular partnership member across multiple years caused by a change in the participant rather than a change in overall experience between data collection phases. Finally, this article has only considered particular aspects of the approach employed by the partnership: i.e. the extent to which there is value in integrating efforts to tackle a range of types of crime that occur at different times of day and are committed against different types of businesses, and the effectiveness of the partnership's approach to information sharing. Other fundamental characteristics of the approach, such as the effectiveness of the sanctions used by the partnership, and the extent to which the warning/exclusion approach employed here actively reduces crime and encourages desistance from such behaviours rather than causing the displacement of such activity, will be considered by the authors in a forthcoming article. This analysis will also offer insight in to the offending behaviour of prolific offenders, the spatial and temporal dimensions of their activity as captured by the partnership's data and the learning that this can offer in to businesses crime reduction activity.
